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Ree  [waft BART Warm Springs Extengion DEIS
Diear Ms. Lerman and Ma. Adams:

Flease acocpt these comments on behalfl of my clicst, Transponation Solutions Defense and
Education Fund [TRANSDEF), a non-govemnments] crganization sctive in the Bay Ares for ihe
last ten years, advocaling good regional plansning and cost-cffective transit,

Commeniers believe that DOT s sction will have grave advene consequences for the Bay Arca's
trapsportation system from the inappropriste direction of & huge percentage of available
duscretionary transportation fumsding io a projeci ikl i rebatively inefficient and will serve a
small, elite portson of Bay Arca residenis. This projoct will deprive other more spproprisie and
mare efficient transportation projects of fending, and thercby discriminate sgainsg transit
dependant persons. In (he sbatract, and sssuming unlimited governments] subsidies for BART,
the system offers benelits (o the rogion's connectivity and mobility, 'Whea considered in the 31
reality af the day, whers #abe and federal transportation fusds sre nod growing i meei the ’
multitude of poeds present in the Bay Area, and whiere ihene are a number of olber transporiation
needs that are not being met, this project should be carcfully and closely analyzed. This is the
requirernent of federal law, however the DEIS fxils in this purposs, and thus should be amended
e mridre completely describe the propect, fally disclose its impacts, including cumlative impacts,
list amd amalyze the viable aliematives, and then recirculated in complisnce with liw, Any DOT
nction to approve this project in relisnce upon the DELS ss circulsied would be legally valserable
and a digservice 1o the peaple of the Bay Area

. Purpsss and Mool

A stable, complete and adequate description of the praject’s purposes and ohjectives is cssential 7.2
for an adequate shematives analysis. Although the generalized purpose of increasing transil ’

Masc Oy

0, Bow PEIDN = Sarts Barbaes, Califormia 911590
Pt (B350 GEELRES & Fax {56r5) 6822170
Erruik sbrbvs Sicom nm

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006

Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.216

Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

BART Warm Springs Extension DETS Comments
Apil 25, 2005
Page 2

ridership and reducing aute use and thus the need to expard rosdways is stated, Chapler 2
impermissibly refimes the projoct into a BART-only project, prejedicing any allernatives analysis
and precluding adequate NEPA compliance,

Commentor belsove the effeot of the trancating of the project purpose and need so effectively
“define]s] competing “reasonable allematives” out of conssderation (and even oul of exisience).”
Stmmons v. Army Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664 (7™ Cir., 1997). Importantly, MTC has
embraced a transportation/land use platform and ABAG has substantially revised its populatson
projections within the region a8 urban core arcas are revitalized and the benefit of robust public
rransit services makes these living circumstances more attractive, snd ihe far fung arca, such as
Fremoat, less s0. The [HELS has narrowed the project purpose and description, and truncased ils 99,3
aliernatives analysia based o land wse and popualation projecticns that have since been nevised, cart
The ABAG 2003 projecions are quite different from the 20032 prajections relied on in the DEIS,
Mote that the 2003 projections are the basis for the MTC Regional Transportation Plan, each of
which are herely incorporated by reference in these comments. The DEIS fails 1o accursely and
completely describe the project”s scope and purpose, and thereby allow a fair considerstion of
alternatives. The purpose must be updated to reflect the most recent population projections, and
incorporate the RTP which draws a grester fisous on smart growth end increased density in urban
<ore arcas, and less our | il fringes, including Fremont.

Farther, the project purpose and objectives avoids any consideration of the meeds of or impacts 1o
the transil dependant community, for whom environmental justics i33ucs arc EeTS impariant.
The project purpaoss is iselfl prejudicial — providing tansit access that mests the noeds of
“choboe™ riders by “afimacting riders w transit who would otherwise use local or regional
rosdways” [MELS at 2-5. The oaly reference to cquity in the project purpose refers to providing
mmulti-modal access, and not ensuring that the project will not discriminate against the needs of
the: transit dependant community that is suffering diminishing service and increasing fares,

The cusrest INEIS fails io cossider a reasonable range of altomatives, This project history
indicates that alignment and other project featares have been modified to resposd to local
jurisdiction objections and olber considerations. A nember of slicmaiive transportation systems
have also been suggestod that would have lesser impacts and higher efficiencies, incleding bus
rapid transii and high speed commuter mil, 223

[¥T™s MEPA regulations establish the contral rode of an altiematives analysis in a NEFA
envirommental review document. 23 CFR. § 771.105(b). The altematives analysis “is af the
heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a); Friends of Southear s
Fuutwre v. Morrizon, 153 F_3d 1059, 1065 (9* Cir, 1998). Rather than inclede consideration of
nlicrmstives, ihe DETS defers instead 1o another docament, which ibe DEIS pusports o simply
inconporate by referonce,

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.217

Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

BART Warm Sprimgs Extension DEIS Comments
April 25, 2005
Page 3

Commenters and oihors bave raised concerns that conaccting BART 10 San Jose at this time will
usarp virually all discretionary transporiation funds in the Bay Ares for many years mio the
future. Commenter attaches and inclades the “TRANSDEF RTP Altcrmalive™ as evidence that
maich greater publis transportation benefits could be provided from directing these funds to other
type of projects, The RTP EIR cxamined how changed lard wie assamptions and strabegic transil
investments provided a vishle altemative to MTC's proposed RTP. Although the TRANSDEF
MWMMHHM,NME&MMMMMW
MTC, and offer & practical alicrmative (o the connection of BART to San Jose, avoiding the
extraordingry costs associsied with this form of transil and offering mesns io sddress existing

Specafically, he EIS must examine other projocts ihat can schicve the project purposes with
kesser environmental effect, and it is commenter’s conclusion that there are many. MTC's RTP
inchades an intercity rail service between Oakland and San Jose that would pamlle! the peoject
and BART s service i San Jose. MTC Resolution 3434; Drafl RTP page 80, That serviee will
increase to 16 traies per day, While it may not offer a stop 81 the proposed Warm Springs
Station, it dos possess the ability 1o provide regional commster service from the Fremosi arca
bty mirth to Oralkdand, where ransfer o BART is possible, snd south to San Jose, Commeniers
coniend that this represents a reasonable alternative that could meel the project’s true purposes at 253

bess cost. “The existence of reasonable but umexamined aliermatives renders an EIS cont
inadoquate.” Friends of Southeast 's Fitwee, rupea, 153 F.2d at 1065, citing Alaska Wildernexs
Recreation & Tourism Azs'n v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9® Cir. 1995).

Incorporating anather environmenial review document by reference fals o advise
decisionmakers and the public of the s, conclusions and rabiorale andertying the
enviroamental review document and its conclusions, The public mast go through a challenging
process of obinining another lengihy environmental review document, reviewing that document
in fotal o identify the sections which DT may be referencing and relying, consider thai
analysis, then correlaie the two analyses (o understand the DEIS, That is sn enreasonable burden
&0 place o the public, and crestes enommous opportusitics for ervor if the public relies upoa
diffcrent language than that which the DELS drafters have reliad upon. Language is subject to
differing interpretations, and the public may make s different inferpreiation than the one the
FEIS draflors made.

Commeniers helieve il is vasily preferable, and required by governing law, that DOT include the
alternatives analysis langpesge that they have relied upon in the DEIS, At s misimum, ke DEIS
should comtain: 1) a readily available web site and physical address where the referenced
document may be reviewed; Z) the specific page numbers and other citations to the precise
lamguage and analysis that the DEIS has relied upon; and 3) a summary in the DEIS of the
critical Escts, the analysis and the conclusions that the DEILS relies apon in ils conclusions that
Uere are no other feasible altematives. The DELS® mem sammary of conclusions fils o apprise

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.218

Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

BART Warm Springs Exiension DEIS Comments
April 25, J05
Page 4

the piablic of the analysiz and allow a critical testing of the undertying facts, ssamptions and
conclusicons.

Additionally, the EI5 msst identify and disclose potential sdverse effocts from BART s
usurpation of 3 comibderable partion of available transportation fusds, and the effect that the
direction of a large proportion of regional transportation funds 1o a single project will have on 223
wiber projects that are responding to other mnsporiation requirements bul must compete with the ot
imimsediato project for finds. This disclosure is important in indicating the meed to mone
carefully examine alernatives, including aliernatives that might be able to provide the hasic
project purposes, perbusps nod in the same style, but a1 a fare reduced cost, liberating flends o
meet the needs of the transil dependant.

3 Cumulstive Impact Analvisy
A, San Jose BART Service

The DEIS is devoid of analysis of the cumalative effocts, both direct and indirect, of the plansed
axtension of BART to San Jose snd heyond. While the IDEIS atiempts to address some of the
impacts from the WSX project, it musi also cxamime the same sorts of direct snd indirect impacts
that will cocar from the extension of BART to San Jose and beyond. These impacis result From
reasomably foresceable fubare actions and thus mast be idemtified. 40 CF.R. § 1508.7.

e, Development in the Warm Springs station region

The DEIS fails io adequabely analyoe a lynch-pin of this project’s environmental review - its
growih inducing impacts. Cusnemtly, the Warm Springs area is lingely suburban. The Bay
Area’s Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has recognized, as have thousands of 24
olher communities and as is documented in 8 myrisd of scademic and research reports, the
bemefits of using “smart growih™ principles im land wse design. One such smant growih land usc
bl i “transit-cricnied developmeni™ [HIT has discovered ihis, and it is even nddressed on the
FTA webaile

nEl UL O ROWEPRAR DS’ ansportation 5 : a 11101
g_resourcesB129 8184 ENG HIMLbhim. While the DEIS makes vague references to the use
of transit-orbenied development, there i mo mechamism io sssure i will ke place or be
effective. In the absence of these mechanisns, history has shown these to be False promises (st
arg rarsly brought o froition

Significant]ly, the project inchsdes & parking garage for over 3000 cars. This element of ihe
progect will be a major mdirect sounce of tralfic amd air pollution, 1% is apparent from the DELS
thai smart growth and iransit-oriented development is not being required or imposed in the WSX
siation region, and thas the sumousding land uses will largely remain bow density suburban
sprawl. Sprawling suburban land use paticrns are highly incMicient — roquining greater mumicipal
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Festarces b servics and & highor increment of naturall resources. Encrgy and waler consumption
is higher, sewage and trash generation rabes are higher, mmp gencration is higher, and public
:mi-mmumﬂm Sew

i s praow | il spocifcally fior ovidence
lﬂ'wjhdwlhqn—mwm“deﬂiummm The
DELS must desenibe the likely sdverse environmental consequences ol iks decision on the WSX
glation - substantial amounts of inefficient lind use development in the area surrounding the
station. This sprow] necessitates auto-dependant transportation patterns, including such sctions
as driving short distances to the BART station, which acteally can increase emissions de io
cold-starthot scak phenomenon. These fealines impact air quality and tmiffle congestion. The
DEES ails o consider as eilher mitigation or an allersative & mandste increaging the density of
housing in the immediste arca sarrounding the station. Each should be included in the EIS.

DOT should note that MTC's RTP “conditions Resolution 3434 discretionary funds allocations
of local governments taking steps in implement the Sman Growth Vision through geners] plan
amendments and zoming changes. This sew approach both responds to the Bay Arca’s scute
housing shortage and gets the most “bang for the buck™ out of these costly mil transit
extensions.” Drenft RTE, page 5. MTC could nod s condition fumds for the BART exiension as
theery B Bgen previously programmed, but DT can and should cmploy the same straiegy in 274
conditicning its diseretionary Funds that are used for BART extensions. Otherwise, ibe weak and Eant
uncrforceable rocitations in the DEIS will have no mitigstive effect.

i Usurpation of Fusding and Displacement of Other Necessary and Beneificial

The DEIS fails 10 address an important indirect effect of DOT sction. The Bay Area carrently
EXPEACHOES more urmed tansit needs than it has financial resources o address. RTP at 33,
attached as Exhibit 1. The vast majority of the nemel iransit eeds are experienced i
comenumitics that have high percentages and proportions of porsons of low incomss sndfor of
codor that rely mose extensively on public transil than mone affluent and Anglo populstions,
Dasproporticnal impacts o thess communities implicate environmenial justice issues under siabe
ﬂwmwu law. The impact of this project upon these “target” populstions must be artculated
el

Currend bevels of public ransit funding is inadequate 1o need the needs of larget popalations,
leading to lywsuits, public unpest and angst among these populstions. See Fxbibits 2-5, RTP
DETR pages 3.1-14, 3,1-16, and 3.1-20 and ihe RTP Equity analysis Report, page 5-31,
respectively. The BART extension nvalves committing apwards of §7 billion — well aver half'
of all transit fumds identified in the Regsonal Transportation Plan for the next 135 vears. RTP,
page 35
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As articalated in the TRANSDEF abernative 1o the RTP, the allocsied of a gresier proportion of
availshle iransportation dollars to the needs of these target popalations can, in £act, address may
dispropostionalitics and provide more overall pablic transit 1o the Bay Arca. See Exhibil 6-7,
RTP DEIR Appendix .1 and FEIR pages 2-17 & 2-18, Inm.mrutmm
e of linited transit funds, and the commitment of fiends to BART cxcludes the potential 1o
fisnd other mone efficient projects. Thie DEIS musi address this sigrificant adverse comsequence. £d-4

Additionally, NEPA requires disclosure that this praject will require the imetrievahle
commitment of considersbls financial rescarces that wiall foreclose other transportation opticns
and bemefits. This issue muasl be addressed explicatly in the EIS,

These issues mast also be addressed in the project’s financial element, which otheradse omits
critical informatson conceming the praject’s impacts,

4. Segmcntation

I is folly o label the WSX altemative, and the Warm Springs termini, 85 PoASCISNG i
wtility, The region surrounding the propossd Warm Springs termini is largely undeveloped, as
reflected by the fact that much of the exiemal mfrastructare will be built ai & fomre time. There
is no isdependent wility from baildmg a highly growth-inducing infrastnactare in an

! | arca. Recitation 1o stabements of begislative imtent do mot create a purpose for a
project, but, in this case, reflect the intense political nature of' a multi-billion dollar public transit
project. The anly “independent utility” of WEX is 19 serve 25 a stepping stonc o he San Jose
BART connection — a $6 billion plus propect. The entine Fremant to San Jose BART coanection
i the progect, and DOT has omitted a complete evaluation of this project’s impacts by addressing
this intercannocted project in pieces.

IMOT has commitied o fstal emor in segmenting the Fremont-WSX segment of BART extension 22.5
from the WSX-San Jose scpmeni, which coincidentally has boon proceeding slong & nearly
perfectly parallel track, with ihe CEQA environmental impact report centified in December 3004,
a mere 5 months prsor i (e date of the mstant documens,

DOT s enviroamental review regullations mandate that “{i}o the flalbest exieni poasible, all
environmental imvestigations, reviews snd consulintions be coondinated as a single process, and
compliance with all applicable envirormental requiremnsents be reflected in the environmendsl
document required by this regulstion.” 23 CFR. § 771.1050a).

The DEIS asserts that “[1Jhe couns have recognized that linked regional transporiation
improvements arc comamonly carmed oul incrementally in 8 series of projects or phases,
implemsenied ln some cases by &ifferent agencies, mther than all st once. A islividual
iranspomaiion projoct may be scparately reviewed ander NEPA il it has ~independent atility (i.e.,
the project does not depend upon cosnection to another project for its justification and need) and
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in “logical termini™ {ie., bormini at locations where there is acceas 1o the project, not isolated
locations that only make semse when connected to the other project.)” DEIS ag 5-2 o 5-4,

The DEIS fadls to cite the cases that suppart their assertion, and none have been found based on
Commenter's research. The WSX is far from posscssing independent tility, and the projects are
inextricably tinked, &5 obsorved by EPA in their May 2004 comment Jetier, DOT is well aware 2.5
that BART"s extension to San Jose has been the desire of San Jose officials for decades, and oort
BART has worked very hard to achieve this result, in spite of extrsordingry costs and very
limited projected ridership. Projected ridership at WSX is very limited, particularly in
comyparizon to Sen Jose. What would bo the BART ridership to San Jose absent WEX? Zern,
Thiis nssertion of independent wiility is simply not supportable. The DEIS has a duty to disclose
oll relevant information, including a meaningful curnulstive impacts analysis. This has been
avoided in the mstaml docwment, and cannat be condoned.

5. Best Pabllic Interest Analysis [sssce

The DEIS must inchade 3 “best overall public interest™ provision in its snalysis. This analysis
philosophically underlies all DOT ransportation decisionmsking, snd is codified at 23 15,0, §
10%h) pertaining to highway projects, however the same linguage and purpose is recited in
DO generic NEPA regulations that control here, ai 23 CE.R. § 771105, “It is the palicy of
the: (DT administration that: (a) [all envirommenial revicws and issues] be coordinaied as a
single process, and compliance with all applicable environmental requirements be reflected in
the emvironmental document required by this regulation [and] (b} alicrmative courses of nction be
evaluated and decisions be made in the best overal] public interest based on a balanced
consideration of the need for safe and cfficient transportation; of the sacial, economiz, and L6
cvironmental impacts of the proposed iransportation mmprovement; and of nationsl, State, and
local environmental protection goals.” 23 CF.E. § 771.105a) & (b).

Thus, in addition s NEPA complance, the DEIS must contsin s pablic intorest evalsstion which
coesiders, infer alia, social and ecomomic impacts, Commenters belicve that the WSX project,
and its correlative exlenston 1o San Jose, will have subsiantial and sdverse sacial and economic
effccts. Specifically, the lower income communitics, that are experiencing growth at the same or
higher rates as the region, will experience continuing redections in the levels of transit service
over lime. The fimancial resources necessary 1o remedy those social effects — increasing the
number and quality of bus service — will be anavailable due to the WS amd San Jose
exlensions” conssmption of all available discretionary transposistion dollass.

The: degradation of iramsat service for transit dependant communitss will worsen their cconomic
vitality, increasing unemployment and under-employment as the lack of adequate transportation
will reduce the size of the ares that & transit dependant applicant may reasonably seck work,
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Representatives of the environmenial justice community have consistently asserted that MTC has
improperly sdvanced funding for expensive chobos tranail systens to the detriment of transit
dependant community needs. MTC's response has been to offer foken grants under its
Transportation for Liveable Communitics progrm. MTC awanded grants of shout $60 million
to this, while the cxicnsion of BART to San Jose will cost more than $6 billion. As iy
transportation fiunds have become less available and more competitive, it takes o higher and e
higher diversion of discretionary funds to keep the BART extension alive, and once the WSX kg
is approved, the extension 1o San Joso nay be viewed as a forgone conclision. The DEIS must
review and analyze this issue before allowing the irmetrievable commitment of nearly $700
il s (e WS exbensson.

D¥T regulation allow the use of federal flunds for mitgation of those project impacts associated
with the federal portion of ike project. 23 C.FR. § 7T71105(d). The DELS fiails to artdeulate with
any precision what ibe DOT or BART consider o be the federal elements of the project (s
project description and parpose comment, above) and thus the federal mitigation requirements, any
e complisnce, remain a mystery. Federal funding for mitigation is only svailable when the
Adminisiration makes an affirmative delcrmination that: “The impacts for which the mitigation
i proposed actaally result from the Administration action.” 23 T71L105(d)1). Significantly, the
EI5 for the other leg of this project, WSX 1o San Jose, fails to similarly articulate DOT must

rovisal thas analysis in the instami DEIS,
For all the reasons stated above, TRANSDEF respectfully roquests that FTA revise and
recirculate the DETS.

Smcerely,

isf

Marc Chytilo

Appendix

Exhibit 1: Trassportation 2030 Draft RTP, p. 3

Exhibit 2: Tramsportation 2030 DEIR, p. 3.1-14

Exhibil 3: Transportation 2030 DEIR, p. 3.1-16

Exhabat &: Transportation 2030 DEIR, p. 3.1-20

Exhibit : Transporiation 3030 Equily Analysis Report, p. 5-31
Exhibit & Transporiation 2030 DEIR, Appendix [.1

Exhibit T; Transporiation 2030 FEIR, p. 2-17 & 2-18
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Appendix 1o Warm Springs DEIS Comment Letter by
TRANSDEF Counsel Mare Chytilo, Esg.

Exhibit 1: Transportation 2030 Draft RTP, p. 33

Exhibit 2: Transponation 2030 DEIR, p. 3.1-14

Exhebit 3: Transporiation 2030 DEIR, p. 3.1-16

Exhibit 4: Transportation 2030 DEIR, p. 3.1-20

Exhibit 5: Transportation 2030 Equity Analysis Report, p. 3-31
Exhibit 6: Transportation 2030 DEIR, Appendix [).]

Exhibit 7: Transporuation 2030 FEIR, p. 2-17 & 218
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Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Chut of pocket savings

Csl-af-pocket user benefits shows both pasitive and negative effects. Given all out-of:
pesket costs, both the Financially Constrained and Project Alermnatives provide
communitics of concem with an annual per capita savings when compared with the MNa
Project altenative ($4.82 and §1.77 respectively). However, the out of pocket Costs
asseciated with the TRANSDEF aliernative show a negaiive walve per capila per year
{-519.68) compared to the No Project altemative. This means that zlthough users incur
travel time savings as indicated above, their oul-of-pocket costs (transit fares, suto
operating costs, parking costs and tolls) under this altemative increase based o the
pricing sirategies associated with this altemative (suto cosls likely awtweigh transit cost
redvclions - see Section 4.2 Transporiation 2030 Aliemnatives, pg. 4-4),

Tosal User Benefits

Total user benefits is calculated by adding travel lime benefits io cut-ol-pocket costs. Of
the three allematives, the TRANSDEF altemative vields the highest 1otal bemelit for
communities of concern, while the remainder of the Bay Arca benefits most from both
the Project and TRANSDEF altematives, which ane roughly equal. This may be due to
the assumplions associated with each alternative, such as the pricing eoncepls thai reward
tramsil use and discourage road use included in the TRANSDEF altemative, which tend lo
benclit densely populsied areas.

Tabis ¥
Riier Benehily _ 1
— Trasspertation 200 Alrernative -
| | Fmescigily Constrained [ Projent TRANEDEF
Commumities of Coancern I
Teaved Tima Liser Benefity SGEIT 3053, quﬁ
Out-af-Packet Cost Ulser Benefin §4.52 51,7 519,58
Totad User Benelits ¥TLED LA R 102
Remainder of Bay Ares Comnusnivies
Travel Tirre Lisgr Danefis 532,80 AELE L4
Out-ol-Pocket Com Lhier Denefits Si4 Sl -551.56
Tensl Ly Benefiis H:-.Ig L RN il]!.!ﬂ
" Llser benefits are elative b the Transpedtation 2020 Mo-Projeot Aliemstive, |
- Ulser ke ity are snsuad per capits Bowefies o 2004 comitand doflar. . i

55 Vehicle Miles Travebed and Emissions
The purpose of thess indicators is 1o summarize vehicle miles and mobile source {imodor
vehicle) emissions eccumring within communities of concem, companing the results 1o the

remainder of ihe Bay Area

The indicators used for the analysis are derived from the daily snd AM peak period

6300, mm. - B:30 a.m.) MTC forecasts, Mobile source emissions

California Air Resources Board cmissions factor model

ang estrmabed 1|5i|15 0

Exhibit §
Tria b didogm FAMF Equeity asdyiis Rugoir ) 5.3
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Exhitut &

Appendix D.I:
TRANSDEF Smart Growth Alternative

This appendix prevents detailed informatson about the alternative supplied by the Transportation
Salutions Defense and Education Fusd (TRANSDEF). a transportation sdwocacy organization, ks
pravided for in the Serdernent Agreement amd Release entered into by TRANSDEE, Citleens for
Beiter Environmend (CBE), Bay Asea Air Chuality Management Distric, snd MTC in March 2004,
TRANSDEF has defined an altermative st of land use and transponation planning assumgticns
simwsd at enhancing transit e, biking and walkking as preferred transportation modes in ihe
future. This is to be achieved by concentrating new residential development in exsting wrban
areas, implememing pricing strategies to discourage subo use while increasing the alfractiveness
of transin, biking and walking, and expanding cerain sspects of the regional bus and rail transic
stk in ways TRANSDEF belseves would be more cost effective than cusrent proposals.

LAMD USE ASSUMPTIONS

TEANSDEF has developed its own set of land use sssamgtions for this altermsive, which are
differenit than those wsed in the Proposed Project and the other four EIR aliernatives. These land
us: assumpticns have not boen reviewed by local governmiesits or by the public and ane not the
cusrend set of land use projections sdopied by ABAG {Projections 2004],

The TRANSDEF alternative seeks to redistribute growth in the region within existing cities and
within the footprint of exicting development. In many eximing naighbar na FEw
cenats b paerond e Gy eheoeh of Fghbechos v of e Bagn A
sornario is L Mz Allemative of the Regional Apencies
Snuant Growth StrategiesRegional Livability Footpring Project (called “Smart Growth Progect” for
shom), one of three conceptually differemt lasd use alternatives that were instially considered
Droweloprment s clustered alomg transiy corriders and ot transit nodes. Ower the next 25 years, this
abiernative sssumes that the imcreasing value of land will bead 1o the densification of arterial
cofrudan all aromnd the region.

T erable the TRAMSDEF alterrative's demographic assumptions to be comparable with the
Proposed Project and the other alternatives evabaaced in this EIR, total jobs, employed residents,
howsehenldi and bosschaold popalition are the same ai the ABAG Projections 2003 regional totals.
Huowewer, TRANSDEF reduces the sotal residential land e by 38400 scoe, from 651,800 acro i
Projections 2008 to 593,400 acres i the TRAMADEF sligrnative, TRANSDEF reduces the total
acres of residential landd =ees in peral (bess than 500 persons square mile), rusalisubarban (500 to
1My persons per square mile), soburkban (1000 t Imermpn-qmn mile), amd urkan
(10000 1o 20,000 persans per square mile] ancad baat increases it in the urban core (greaber than
20, perions per square miles) where penerally good transit sevvice is svallible. In sddinion,
TRAMSDEFR incresed the net resldenclad densieies {hoaselolds per residential land wse in square
milei) by 9.8 percent, from 1139 bouichokds per square male in Projections 2003 to 3487
houschelds por square mile in the TRAMSDEF altermative. & main strategy for accommodating
ncw growih is the redevelopment of low-intensity wees abong existing arterial streets served by
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ases ne mined-ase commencial and howsing, particulasly muhi-faenlly, condominlume, and
townharmes, & byproduct of thiz higher density 8 a reduced sieed far houschalds 1o own multiple
aubos, which is reflected in MTC's aulo cmership fonecasts for the TRANSIDEF alternative.

To become regional policy, these changes would need 10 be sdopred by ABAG &8 part of & fatare

socip=sronoemnie and land uie Projection series and would need to Be implemented by local

jarisdistions through General Man and roning revislons. There are no regulatory mechanioma in

place 13 require local jurisdictions to make such changes. TRANSDEF helicves that MTC has a

rode in gocomplishing these land wee changes by withholding ceriain federal and state

rnmwmﬁmwjutﬁinw1m&m meake the necewary revisbons o thedr local
Pk,

FUNINMNG ASSUMPTIONS
Coumnmiiied Fumds

Humercally, MTC bas includod all fully fanded peojects in ke financially constrained dement of
the RTP. This imcledes projects that are fally funded sc o result of legilation or wober action, of
are mcluded in MTC's funding priceities for the mext thaes year (e, included as part of the 2003
Transportation Inprovemsnt Program).

In comtrass to MTC's assumpiicons, TRANSDEF considared the list of comminied prajects 1o only
imcluds prejects cusrenaly under comsiruction or projects that are under contract for construction
by 2006, Thus, TRANSDEF'S set af committed progects i aignificantdy smaller chan for ike other

alternatives, TRAMEDEF user the momey assigned 1o these projects (oo other progects it ha
defined.

The financially constrained element of the Transportation 2000 plan includes fanding for new
prijects with revenses expecied to be avadlable is the fanare (these profects were known as “Track
1™ in previows regional iransportation plans bt are pow reforred 10 4 "Hew Commitments™ in
thiz EIR).

TRANSDEFS set of new commined projects is significantly smaller than these included in the
Financlally Constrained alvermative, which will provide the basis for the Tramsportation 3030
Man's conformity analysis,

MW%THMMM

TRANSDEF abeo exanvined the proposed set of projects in various county transportation sabes tax
expenditiore pling in Comtra Costa, Marin, Sonama, Solasn, and San Mateo counties that will be
voted on in Movember 2004, TRAMSDEF did not comisder these projects m;;ﬁmimdr- i
spprorved by the voters. To implersent the alizrnative set of projects proposed HEDEF. a
mew nucasure would need 10 be placed on the ballot 1o revise the spproved see of projects at a
future date.

e
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Appendin D TRANIDEF Algsspring

Projects Evaluafed

The TRAMSDEF alternative includes (1) 170 projects cut of a total of 242 projects MTC conssdens
comumaited: (2} 217 projects ot of a total of 34 progects that are nol fully fanded and rely an
fuure tranaporation revenoes (called “Teack 1° peojects i past BTPs); and {3) 52 projects cut of
a total of %2 proposed sabes lax projecti. In sumenary, THAMSDER deleted & 1o1sl of 261 projects
from the Proposed Project. & total of 199 projects were excludied from the financially conpirained
element, and o toial of 62 proposed sales tax progects were excloded from the vision clerment of
the Transportation 203 Plan, Mary of the excluded projecis are projecis approved by ihe volers
as part of & county transportation sk lax messune and Roghonal Measanes | asd 2, which rased
tolls i $2 dollars and &3 dollars, respectively, on Bay bridges 1o fand bridge isprovements and
u-,l.nudmpmm relief improvements within the bridge corsdors. See Tabde D-1.

Profects added by TRANSDEF inchade:

Foad Projectsc
o Cosmnact & copnecion from wesiboumd T- 53880 and 1-238 {0 southbound omio Route 238,
Foothill Boulevard

s Coapnect an underpass of Mission by Jackson and Foothill at the Roube 238, Rouce 1B5
and Rowte 92 inserscrions just soath of dowmbown Hapsand.

«  Widen Route 92 bridge to four lancs casthoand over 1-830 10 handle the afternoom peak
weeawe af cloverleal raffic

Transit Projects:
= Mew Bus Rapid Trassit (BRT) for Costza Costa
#  New Duesel Multiple Unit (DMLU) for the East Contra Costa County (Dela corridar) and
Vallejo-Mapa
*  Mew San Francisco Musi C-Line BRT
# HNew Bus Rapéd Tramsit for Vacaville, Fairfiekd, Benscia-Yallipo, Samts Rosa-Sebastopol,
Costati-Robmert Park, Petalurss, Movaso. Central Marin, Pacifica-South San Francisco,

San Mateo-Poster City, Belmont-Redwood Ciry, Menlo Park-Palo Alo, Livermore,
Fleazantan, San Ramon, Cakland Airpoet, and Cal State Hipwasd

o Mew High Speed Raill ine using Altamont Pass coreidor fos eniry into the Bay Area

.Hudﬁ"ﬁmy

The budget for the financial constrained dement of the proposed Transportation 2030 Plan
{Proposed Project] is §113 billion. The proposed sales tx expendinare plans, which appear in the
vision ebemnent, Bave # total vabor of $5.7 billion. TRAMSDEF excluded 199 Committed and
“Tesck 1™ from the fimamcially constralmed and 62 proposed sabes tax propeces from the vision
elomant, This sesulted in s surplos of shous $10.4 Bllllon, which would be applied towsids ihe
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tranidl operating and capial costi ancsised with the Rew manalt wrver proposed by
TRAKSDEF. MTC estimates the tranisit operating and capital costs to be about $4.2 billion.

Transit Transfer Policies
TRANSDEF saught to eliminate cost as o barries 1o riders transferring between tamit routes and

between ramsil sysbems. Instead of chagging passengesi 1o ansler uiing the mew umiverial fare
card Translink), TRAMSDEF asvames riders do sl hl'«'twp:l!rmmm‘n.

apprapriate agency with the roguisie: au e encourage & dhiff in tewvel froem adnghe oocupae
wehicles to transit, ridesharing, or bikefwalkong:
& 5200y far mrﬁuumﬂhiﬁh-kmndﬁhﬂTﬂﬂhuiimﬁm:ﬂkth].
- Hm.i,qd.ndw-rn.mn ide each resldent with o mosvtily tramsit pass ot a reduced rate
similar o VTA 1 Eoo program. Kesidemts pay for the eoo pass as part of rent or
hiomeowmer aociation fees [implemented by citics as part of their developmaens appeoval
ookt
= Al emnployers offer o transi sohsidy of 35 per day in lieu of free pasking: typically known
i “parking cash owt”™. IMMMhﬁmwllﬂﬂhﬂimwﬂhﬁ
regulation], {Mote: this was modeled by MTC as o daily coat for employess vo park, since
e trandder of income from employers to employess cannos be modeled in MTC s travel
demard modeling syitem).

TRAMSPORTATION PROJECTS
The TRANSDEF alternative includes a differesn mix of regional transportation projects and

programs than the Proposed Project or other alternatives, Differemces in e TRANSDEF
ﬂimm,rﬂuiwmdﬁ?nmhﬂi-u,mmﬂindinﬂuﬁhﬁqmm

HIGHWAY PROJECT SELECTION METHODOLOGY

I general, the TRAMSDEF ahernative does mot invest in major rasdway capadly increasing
projects (meaning projects with a cost over $5 muillion, unless they are already under contract for
conftnaction of are being pald for by developer matigation fusds), Al safery peogects includied in
the Praposed Project ane funded. Rapnp metering in the region was also sppunsed.

TRAMSIT PROJECT SELECTION METHODOLOGY

A network of new “Rapid Bus® Bines was defined for (ke regiom to serve higher denasty
develepment in corridors along major arterials. Several new light rd sondoes were added o
conpect various commnumnides. Service on Bocal bui soubéi @ doublsd on many lines, and
imnpeeved passenger amenitics, including real tinse arrival information, are made available for bus
passezsgers throughout the region. These mew Fines will lkely require new sousces of operating

2]
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fands, which would mot be available in under the fimandially constrained ebement of the Propesed
Project. TRANSDEF swwunses that cenain funds which are currently avastable for comstrucisan of
trangit ard highwey projects, but net for rarsitl operations, will i the otare be available for
operuting new randl services proposed by TRAMSDEF.

Rpid Bus

Rapid Bus service is imtended 1o make transit use more altractive by upgrading bus service in
heavily traweled anesial corvidars. Traeadt Preferenial Screeis will speed baised by provideng teanad
pricrity at traffic signals, quene jumps, optimized bas Sope, improved pavement, and exclusive
bus lanes wheve needed. Low floor buses and raised sidewalks may provide one-step or no-siep
emiry and buses will have mose deors make lcading snd unloadiag laner. Proof-of- payment will
akia speed up lowding of passengers. The Rapsd Bus lines would nod have park and mde facilines,
aa they are designed 1o serve signdficant activity cemters where people are already congregated.
Becamee Rapid Bus b bued on limited stop service, undeelyimg bocal ssrvics in many commualtes
warld be retained and in some cases improved as well,

In Murin, Golden Gate service wonld be incressed, Incladieg 15-minuse headways slong LIS 101
between Movalo and San Francioso, Rapsd Bus lines woulkl man through the <ities of Central
Marin, and also in Movato. Is Sonoma County, Rapid Bus limes woiald rus in Petaluma, Cotati,
and Rohaert Park, along with a trunk Rapid Bis scrvice from East Santa Roda v Schastopal,

A mew Rapid Rus line would comnect bare laland, Vallejo, Bendcla, snd the Capitol Coeridaor
incercity traing. [t would meet the Vallepo-Mapa rail servior at the redocaved forry terminal @ the
fioat of Lemon Strect in Vallepa, Rapid B serviee alio would dirculate from Capitol Corridor
iraim staticns in Pairfisld and Vacaville along improved amterals, conmecting mow inlill growih o
CHY CENLETL

Ceneral Comtra Costa Coumy cities would be served by a looping Rapsd Bus system, connecting
Walnut Creek, Comcond, Pleasant Hill and Martinez. All BART mations would be served, along
with & major new arban cenier assumed to be developed on and around the Sun Villey Mall
Smaller community centers anc amamd o develop ol exbiting sivip malls and abong
urderdeveloped anenials.

In thee Tri-'Valley area, thres new Rapsd Bui lines would serve Livermore, Pleasanton, Dhblin, asd
San Ramon, Comnections would be made to all BART saticns asd 1be new Allamont HER
itations on lisbel Avenue in Livermore and af Vasco Road. All major employment centers would
bt conmected, including Bishop Ramch, Haclends, and Lawrence Livermaore National Labs.

Sants Clara County's existing bus system would be overlaid with a new Rapsd Bus network
serving the busiest lines. The Great Mall in Milpitas and Eastridge Mall in East San Jose would
serve as hookends for a revitalized comidos of homes and businesses.

Lice San Jose, San Francisce alpa would have a new Rapid Bus netwark overlasd upon is busies)

bines. In many places, continoout 24-Bour bas lane would replace exbiring bus lanes. The Central
Subway woald be replaced with a new C-Line Rapid Buw, and would combine the three lines that

=21

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.234
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04




San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Teamipadiatisn JTOFD Plegw Brdfi Esvioementsd Imgeaci Ropoui

serve (Chinatensm and Noech Beach (30, 41, 45 The new C-Line would aporate on exclasive lames
from kadon Bay and the Tramshay arca throagh SOMA, downtown, and Chinatown to Moeth
Beach. From Mosth Beach, the line would loop over Bussian Hill into Cow Hollowr and back via
ke Barima and Fabiermen's Wharf. Stockton Street im Chinsiown.

In the East Bay, several AC Transit Rapid Bus lines would cwverlay several of the basiest local limes
[rosn Fremsont morth to Albany; including limes on Hesperian, hMacAnhar and International
Boulevards. Headways woald be reduced on & namber of linss theoaghowa AC Transt's two
Counky service arca, A niw Rapsd Bus line wioald Ik Hayward's BART station to California State
Wniversity, Hayward, supposting development of & mixed -ase corridor and boosting Cal Swve

enrollment.

Fail

The TRAMSDEF ahermative would not furd any of the cusrently planacd BART exteniions o
Warm Springs and San Jose/Sants Clara. Modern DMU {Dicsel Multaple Unit) service using self
propelled cars on cosventional rail tracks were selected for certmin cormidors designated by
TRAMSDEF for significam growib,

Calirain was electrified and frequency of service increased tx BART bovels chroughout the day,
Caltrain service between San Jose and the Tramsbay Terminal would inclode a mix of local trains
romning every 15 minutes and "Baby Bollet” express traims, m“ﬂ'ﬂﬂ' M) mknutes San Joge,
Redwoad Ciry, Millbras, and the Trasshey Terminal in San Framciaco slso would serve propased
Hiigh Speed Rail {HSR) trains {funding for the initial segment would be voted on in a statewidi
clection in 2006].

le the Maorih Bay, the SMART train {(which would als wie DMU equapment) would lnk Seacma
amd Marin Counbies, runinang from a new :I'm]rtn'rnim] at San Quentin to Cloverdale. SMART
would peplece all insnkline Godden Gate Transit service in Seaoma Cousity,

The Roate 29 radll cormdor between Vallso and Morth Mapa would be improved with Dbk on
the exiatimg rail bine. Traing would itan @ & eelocased Vallejo feery termainal and serve the
communities between Vallejo and Mapa. They would go 1o a termanal on the nosth side of Mapa.
The Vallejo-Mapa DWUs would comnect to the ferry to 5an Francisco, to deliver tourists (o the
Hapa Valbey, whsre private coackes would circulste between wineries, hotely, and DML stops.

The Dielea citier of Coatra Costa Coumty would be thed nw the region with a mew DML raal
systemn runsing berween Morth Concord BART and Bremtwood. Development in the castemn part
af the coanty would be focased around chis line.

The TRAKSDEF alternative funds progecs that would provide accessible paths of travel for new
teansdl lines and improve paths of travel bo exinting transie. Making fzed rouse tFansat service
mare sccessible for persans with disabilities woubd limil <00t incnestas ssociated with provideng
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complementary ADA paratramsit service. Such public works improvements also would emhance
kst walkahdliny of masy neghborhaod environs,

High Speod Rail

To move people long distances aoross the region. the TRANMSDEF alternative relies on a few key
propects and & redeployment of exiting services. The TRAMSDEF slternative sdaumes thl &
stutewide High Speed Rall [H5R) system will be operational within the next 25 years and will
eeter the Bay Area wang the [-580 Ahsmant Carrider berween the San foaquin Valley, Tn would
repdace the exiating Altamont Commaner Express trains, tie ingo BART (wia very short extendions )
in west Livermiore amd Fremaont, amd conmect Fremsont and San Jose.

Ferees

The Water Transit Awthority's proposed fenry routes, which are part of the Proposed Propect.
wiilld mot be inchsded in this altermative. with the exception of mew ferry service from San
Craentim 10 the Ferry Budldieg (this would operate on 30-mingte Beadways). Other existing
srvices would remaim in place.

=3
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Growth-Inducing Effects, page 3.1-34:

ADD TO BIBLIOGRAPHY

TRAMSDEF 2004, Websine: Transdef.org

HMoODIFY APPENDIX D: TRAMSDEF SMART GROWTH
ALTERMATIVE AS FOLLOWS5:

Introduction, page D- 1, paragraph |, sentence |
. Eiabaens Communities for a Better Environment (CBE)...

Land Use Assumptions, page D-1, parageaph J.IEHI:I'II-II I
However, TRAMSDEF reduces the total land area developed for ressdential land use by. ..

... but increated it im the urban core (greater than 20,000 persons per square mides)...

Land Use Assumptions, page D2, first full paragraph, last sentence:

TRAMSDEF belleves that MTC has a role in accomplishing these land wie changes by
withholding certain federal and state discretionary fands from local jurisdictions that do
nat m.].;: ihe rm.-uuqr reviisns Lo |I'mr local plln.i. and providing other discretionary

Funding Assumptioni, page D-3:

Trangit Progects:
Mew Diesel Multiple Uniy (DML for the East Contra Costa County (Delta corridor),
Sonoma-Marin (SMART, snd Vallejo-Napa.

Pricing Programs, page D=4, paragraph |, sentence |:
TRAMSDEF proposes several new transportation pricing policics will 1o be implemented....

SRS TSRS TEETETETTE T T T T FE T T T o= o =

- it 7
Ex A7

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006

Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.237

Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04




San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Teangpertatisn 1030 Plas Final Envirenmenral Impace Repare

Transit Project Selection Methodology, pages D=5, paragraph |, sentence 1
Rapid Bus
Ragid | I itadined i ials 1} b f the Peninnla ot
Tranzic Project Selection Methodology, pages D:§, paragraph 1, sentence I
Rapid Bud
Afd buses will have moee doors b make loading ard anloading faster,

Transic Prajecet Selection Methedology, pages D4, paragraph continued from previous
page, last sentence:

stockion Sreet in Chinstown b given over exclusively 1o delivery vehicles and transit
EOe

Figure D.2-3, page Di=d:
Tithe is revised to read: Comparson of Empleyment Denity Propeciions - 2030

MODIFY APPENDIX €: PROJECT LISTINGS FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION 2030 PLAM AMND ALTERNATIVES AS
FOLLOWS:

Indicate the mnclusion of SMART commuter rail project (praject # 22001 and 22513) in the
TRAMSDEF Smart Growth allernative.

HMODIFY :A.PFEHDIH F AS FOLLOWS:

State Agencies Respomiible for Managing Biclogical Resources, page F-b:

FAL

- e rrreErFr e BAE A
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Response to Comment Letter 22

22-1:

22-2:

22-3:

Please see responses to comments 21-10 and 21-11.

The statement of purpose and need in Chapter 2 of the DEIS is not impermissibly narrow or
tailored to ensure a BART-only project. The stated purpose and need for a proposed action
will be upheld unless it is unreasonable. In this case, the purpose and need statement is
comparable in scope to that of many transit projects. As pointed out by this commenter (see
comment 22-3) and other commenters, alternative transit systems such as bus rapid transit
also may be capable of satisfying the stated purpose and need. A bus rapid transit alternative
was rejected from detailed consideration, not because it was inherently unable to meet the
project purpose and need as framed in the DEIS, but because prior analysis demonstrated that
it did not perform as well as the WSX Alternative in meeting that purpose and need (see
DEIS pages 3-36 to 3-40).

As the commenter notes, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has updated its
projections. However, both previous and updated ABAG projections support the statement
of purpose and need. The 2003 ABAG population projections for 2010 are slightly lower
than the previous 2000 projections. For example, population estimates for Alameda County,
Santa Clara County and the City of Fremont were reduced by 1.3 percent, 1.6 percent and 3.7
percent respectively. However the 2003 ABAG population projections for 2020 are 2.8
percent, 3.6 percent, and 0.7 percent higher than the previous 2000 projections. Job forecasts
for Alameda County, Santa Clara County, and the City of Fremont also are generally higher
in the 2003 ABAG projections than the previous 2000 projections for both 2010 and 2020.
The increased population and job forecasts for 2020 demonstrate a greater long-term need for
the project than indicated by the 2000 projections. As the commenter notes, ABAG’s
updated projections are incorporated in the most recent Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
Transportation 2030, issued by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on
February 23, 2005. The DEIS relies on the updated RTP (see DEIS pages 2-2 to 2-3), and
the WSX Alternative is included in the RTP (Transportation 2030, page 85).

The commenter claims that the project purpose of attracting riders from automobiles to
transit is itself prejudicial, apparently based on the assumption that members of minority and
low-income communities do not travel by car. That claim is unsupported and over-broad. If
the commenter were correct, all transit projects intended to help relieve traffic congestion
would be discriminatory. Regarding the diverse communities served by the WSX Alternative
and the BART system generally, please see DEIS section 4.18, “Environmental Justice” and
response to comment no. 21-10. Congestion relief would benefit minority and low-income
drivers, and project benefits associated with reduced automobile use (in particular air quality
improvements) also would benefit minority and low-income community members who do
not drive. Moreover, as the commenter notes, the WSX Alternative is designed to provide
multi-modal access including bus bays at the proposed Warm Springs Station and optional
Irvington Station (see DEIS pages 3-9 to 3-10 and 3-13 to 3-14).

As explained on pages 3-34 to 3-39 of the DEIS, the prior analysis of reasonable alternatives
in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) remains applicable. In the scoping
process for the DEIS, FTA and BART solicited comments on the scope of alternatives to be
considered, including the Bus Alternative previously considered in the SEIR. (See Notice of
Intent, 69 Federal Register 18150, April 6, 2004.) With the exception of an “interim
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busway” proposal discussed in the DEIS (pages 3-39 to 3-40), none of the scoping comments
or comments on the DEIS raised alternatives or issues regarding alternatives that were not
addressed in the SEIR. Accordingly, the DEIS appropriately relies on and incorporates by
reference the prior analysis in the SEIR. NEPA regulations and DOT policy encourage
incorporation by reference in EISs. In particular, recent DOT policy encourages reliance on
prior planning and analysis documents to select the alternatives to be evaluated in a NEPA
document. This policy is intended to promote a better linkage between planning and
environmental review efforts and to help reduce unnecessarily duplicative analysis. See
FHWA-FTA Program Guidance on Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA
Processes (February 22, 2005).

MTC has included the WSX Alternative in the updated RTP, Transportation 2030. The
TRANSDEEF Alternative was proposed to MTC as an alternative for consideration in the
environmental review process for the RTP. In an EIR prepared for the RTP, MTC rejected
the commenter’s proposed alternative. To the extent that the commenter is now proposing
components of the TRANSDEF Alternative from the RTP EIR as an alternative to the WSX
Alternative, the TRANSDEF Alternative does not appear to satisfy the project purpose and
need. According to material supplied by the commenter in Exhibit 6 of the comment letter,
under the TRANSDEF Alternative, AC Transit would overlay the busiest bus lines with
Rapid Bus lines from Fremont north to Albany. In Santa Clara County, a new Rapid Bus
overlay network serving the busiest lines would be created, focusing on the area between the
Great Mall in Milpitas and Eastmont Mall in East San Jose. The TRANSDEF Alternative
material does not demonstrate how alternate transit service would be provided in the WSX
project corridor, which is between southern Alameda County and Northern Santa Clara
County.

In any case, MTC’s conclusions in the RTP EIR were correct and are relied on herein,
consistent with DOT policy. On page 3.1-37 of its RTP DEIR, MTC concluded that:

...performance of the TRANSDEF Alternative is predicated on land use assumptions that can not
be realized without substantial governmental intervention, through regulation or new incentives to
create public funding for housing and infrastructure improvements and increased levels of public
services and facilities.... Unresolved conflicts with local General Plans, community character and
local economic development objectives also would affect implementation of the land use
assumptions.

In addition, the RTP DEIR notes that the funding reallocations proposed by TRANSDEF
would require voter approval or rejection of prior voter mandates; that some proposed pricing
strategies, such as parking cash-out, are expressly limited in application by state law; and that
the alternative assumes regional funding commitments to specific projects established
through years of planning and public involvement can be overturned, and the public will
accept a new set of transportation priorities (MTC RPT DEIS, page 3.1-38). A detailed
breakdown of the four components of the MTC transportation rating shows that the
TRANSDEF Alternative is the least beneficial alternative in terms of average travel time for
work and non-work trips and vehicle hours of delay, key indicators of how the transportation
system is performing for the typical traveler (MTC RTP DEIS, page 3.1-36).

The intercity rail service identified in MTC’s RTP, to which the comment refers, is the
Capitol Corridor service. The project includes track capacity and frequency improvements
designed to allow 16 daily round trips between Oakland and Sacramento/San Jose. Capitol

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.240
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

22-4:

Corridor service was considered as an alternative in the DEIS (pages 3-34 to 3-35), but it was
rejected because it would not provide service to Warm Springs (as the commenter notes) and
because the Capitol Corridor is designed to provide inter-city service, not local service. Even
running sixteen times daily, the Capitol Corridor would not deliver the benefits of more
frequent BART service.

The DEIS does present the critical facts, analysis and conclusions relied on from a 1992
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and the SEIR (see pages 3-34 to 3-39). The analysis
need not be incorporated in full in its original language, which would defeat the purpose of
incorporation by reference. The DEIS cites the section in the SEIR on which it relies; see
DEIS page 3-36. Copies of the 1992 EIR and SEIR were sent to all members of the public
who requested them. The commenter identifies himself as representing the Transportation
Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF), which received a copy of the SEIR
and commented on the SEIR extensively (see Final SEIR, pages 2-49 to 2-56).

The commenter is incorrect in claiming that the DEIS fails to analyze cumulative impacts of
the WSX Alternative together with the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor (SVRTC)
project, or growth-inducing impacts. The entire discussion of the SVRTC project in the
DEIS consists of cumulative impact analysis (see DEIS Section 5.2, “Cumulative Effects.”).
Growth-inducing impacts are also analyzed in the DEIS (see pages 5-42 to 5-46).

Regarding the prospects for transit-oriented development (TOD) and smart growth, please
see responses to comment nos. 21-1, 21-3, 21-7, and 21-8. Regarding the Warm Springs
Station parking garage, please see response to comment no. 21-7. Regarding sprawl growth
and mitigation, please see response to comment no. 21-8. As noted above, MTC has included
the WSX Alternative in the updated RTP, Transportation 2030. The WSX Alternative was
also included in the list of recommended projects in MTC Resolution 3434, the Regional
Transit Expansion Program (RTEP). As discussed in the DEIS, the WSX Alternative is
consistent with the criteria contained in MTC Resolution 3357, which were utilized to select
the recommended projects in the RTEP (see pages 4.8-15 to 4.8-16). Please see response to
comment no. 22-3 regarding MTC’s reasons for rejecting the TRANSDEF Alternative.
Please see response to comment no. 21-7 regarding the steps the City of Fremont is taking to
implement land use plan changes that are intended to promote TOD associated with the WSX
Alternative.

Regarding environmental justice, please see responses to comments 21-9 through 21-11. The
commenter cites the Equity Analysis Report prepared by MTC for its RTP. That report
concluded that minority and lower-income communities “will share equitably in the benefits
of the Transportation 2030 alternatives without bearing a disproportionate share of the
burdens. . .. The results suggest that, across the Transportation 2030 alternatives, transit will
serve [minority and lower-income communities] better than the remainder of the Bay Area.”
Transportation 2030 Equity Analysis Report (November 2004, page. 6-2). As noted above,
the TRANSDEF RTP Alternative was rejected by MTC.

The financial analysis in DEIS Section 7 appropriately focuses on the financial aspects of the
proposed project. Were any reasonably foreseeable and non-speculative impacts to result
from project funding, those would be appropriately discussed in the impact analysis, not as
part of the description of the financial plan for this project. Please note that the WSX
Alternative would cost $678 million without the optional Irvington Station, or $757 million
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22-5:

22-6:

with the Irvington Station— not over $7 billion. Commitment of fiscal resources was included
in the list of resources that would be irretrievably committed by the WSX Alternative. Please
refer to page 5-49 of the DEIS, which cites the irretrievable and substantial expenditure of
local, state and federal funds.

Please see responses to comments 21-2 through 21-5. Citations to court decisions are not
commonly included in EISs. Numerous cases on the issue of transportation project
segmentation under NEPA discuss the need for “independent utility” and “logical termini.”
Please consult the leading NEPA treatise by Daniel Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation
(second edition, 1992), for a survey of the relevant case law.”’ One noteworthy case is
Taxpayers Watchdog, Inc. v. Stanley, 819 F.2d 294 (D.C. Cir. 1987), in which the court
rejected a segmentation claim regarding the Los Angeles metro rail system.

EPA’s May 2004 letter noted that the WSX and SVRTC projects appeared to be “connected
actions” to an extent that required further evaluation of the criteria considered in the
segmentation cases; i.e., independent utility and logical termini. EPA concluded that the
issue warranted further discussion, but did not make a determination that it would be
improper to consider the two projects in separate NEPA documents. EPA has given the
WSX DEIS its most favorable rating (“Lack of Objections”). (Please see comment letter no.

1)

Projected ridership on the WSX Alternative without the SVRTC project would be 7,200 new
riders per day in 2025 without the optional Irvington Station, or 9,100 with the Irvington
Station. These ridership projections are not “very limited,” but are similar to those of several
comparable projects in FTA’s New Starts program. (Please see response to comment no. 21-
2.) A cumulative impact analysis of the WSX Alternative together with the SVRTC project,
as well as other projects, is presented in the DEIS (pages 5-2 through 5-42).

As the comment indicates, the specific requirements of 23 U.S.C. section 109(h) apply only
to highway projects. The DEIS is intended to satisfy the requirements of NEPA and the CEQ
and DOT regulations implementing NEPA, and provides sufficient basis for taking
environmental considerations into account in decision-making as required by NEPA. The
commenter suggests that something more is required, beyond NEPA compliance, but
identifies no additional legal requirements affecting the DEIS or the decision-making
process. 23 C.F.R. section 771.105(a) is a general statement regarding the scope of
environmental documents, which is prescribed in more detail in 23 C.F.R. sections 771.123
and 771.125. There is no requirement that an EIS must contain a separate analysis under the
heading “Best Public Interest Analysis.” 23 C.F.R. section 771.105( b) refers, not to the
scope or content of environmental documents, but to the decision-making process. The DEIS
does contain information and analysis concerning environmental impacts and public benefits
in order to inform decision-makers and the public pursuant to NEPA. BART’s Board of
Directors will take impacts, benefits and costs into account in deciding whether to proceed
with the project, as will FTA and other funding authorities in deciding whether to provide
funding.

Regarding environmental justice, please see responses to comment nos. 21-9 through 21-11.
Regarding the SVRTC project, please see responses to comment nos. 21-2 through 21-5.

» Daniel Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation (second edition, 1992), sections 9:13 through 9:!5.
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Since the WSX Alternative has substantial benefits and independent utility without the
SVRTC, funding of the SVRTC is not a foregone conclusion if the WSX Alternative is
approved. The decision whether or not to approve the WSX Alternative does not constitute a
commitment of resources to the SVRTC project.

22-7: All mitigation measures of the WSX Alternative prescribed in the DEIS would constitute
mitigation for environmental impacts resulting from the project and would be eligible for
federal funding as appropriate. Certain additional mitigation commitments carried forward
from the SEIR that exceed federal requirements may not be eligible for federal funding; for
example, noise mitigation at locations where noise impacts exceed BART standards but not
FTA standards (see DEIS page 4-13-15, footnote 1).
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Letter 23

Laorraine Lenman

Offiee of Planning and Program Development
Federal Transit Admuinistration, Regron [X
2 Mussion Streel, Suite 2210

San Francisco, CA 94105

BART Warm Springs Exlension
Antne Shan Adams, Group Manager
PO Box 12688 MS-LEKS-2]
Oakland, CA 94604 168K

Bie: Diralt 'Warm Springs Extension EIS

Dear Ms, Lebmaan and Ms, Adams;

Urban Habatal has been active in the Bay Area for the last ven vears, advocating for
ciuaty, environmcnial justsce and cost-clFective transil investment decisions. The
proposed Dart Warm Springs (W5X) is the first step in funding the meost expensive
progect on MTC s Hsl, the San Jose extension. This reflects a disproportionate
fianding trend that favors white subishanites with relatively high mcomes while
under-funding bus systems that are mainly used by bow-income minomy ety
dwellers. This is al heart of the pending lawsui brought fosth by Public Advocares,
Clammmemittes v, MTC, By stopping both the WSX and the San Jose Bart extension,
funds will be made available 1o reprioniize MTC planning that reflecis an equitable
and elficient destribution of lmsted transa dollars.

Urban Habatat is concemned that thes is an extrems]y expensive progect with
disproportionse henellts to wealhicr commamitics 1 expense of the health and well-
being of low-incoms comamunities and communities of eolor. The *Envirommental
Consequences * section on page 4.1%-3 is incomplete, it does not take imo account
732 | the long term impsd of allocating such n lnrge share of transil expansion funds thad
only benefil sonse riders.  As part of the pesding lawsut, plamiffs assert that many
kvw-income riders cannol afford BART. These riders will receive litile or no hemefig
from WEMN. Furthemorne, the amoun of regional funds needed for WSX will
comsuamss a lion's share of regionsl trasit dallars that could be made availsble for
bus expansion services for many low-meome urban residents. W recommend that
the FTA urge BART io do o comyplete environmenial justice analysis of the
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mequitabls effects of investing scarce transit dollass for WEX on low-income
commmimiies and communitics of calor,

We have already seen how the BART 1o Millbrag extension has fadled 1o deliver
riddership resulis, while i has delivensd & musch higher cost then expectad. 15 we wan
to brmg convenient, cost-ellective public transil 1o the Bay Arca we nead i
priofitize mone sensible investments such as BRT or High Speed Rail that produce
betber results at a nauch lower per unit eost for all Bay Area residents,

The altermative analyvsis is Mawed since the EIS ndershap data is based on
imformation from VTA's SVRTC, which the FTA has publicly criticized.
Additionally a real allernatives analysis should not only be based on ridership data,
bt absa on a side-by-side comparizon of cost-cilfectivensss and the subsidy per
passenger for altemative maodes.

Finally, WEX plan does not propase s plan for tramsit onented development or ofher
smart growth benefiis. The WEX planming process has not included a pubhic
outrench effon 1o develop  sman growth plan. The Coy of Freemom has approsved
a Wal-Mart development within the station area, demenstrating a <lear lack of smart
growvth planning. Furthermone, & 2000 car parking lot is imconsistent with the
commifment 10 & pedestnanbicycle mixed-us¢ development,

W strongly urge the FTA and BART 1o reconsider the approval of the propect. The
bang-tenn negative impacts of WEX on Future transin services for low-imeome
commnilie are imevesible. 1T wa ane 1o creale a world-class equitshle transi
system we need 1o ook bevond BART and senouwshy consider cost=giTicient
aliemativies

Smeerely,

Juliet Ellis

Exeentive Dhreclor

Urban Habirat
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Response to Comment Letter 23

23-1:

23-2:
23-3:

23-4:

23-5:

The commenter’s claim, that WSX Alternative is the first step in funding for VTA’s SVRTC
extension project, is incorrect. The DEIS’s conclusions regarding the environmental benefits
and impacts of the WSX Alternative do not rely on the construction of the SVRTC project.
The two projects are independent, as explained on DEIS pages 5-2 to 5-3, and the WSX
Alternative is analyzed as a stand-alone project throughout DEIS Chapter 4, “Environmental
Analysis ”and Chapter 7, “Financial Considerations.”

In addition, it is not correct that funding the WSX Alternative would favor “white
suburbanites.” As the environmental justice analysis in the DEIS demonstrates, the majority
of the population in the WSX service area consists of minority communities (see DEIS pages
4.18-6 to 4.18-10). The environmental benefits of the WSX Alternative would accrue to this
population and there would be no disproportionate effects on the health and well being of
minority and low-income communities. Please see response to comment no. 21-10.

Please see response to comment nos. 21-10 and 21-11.

Ridership on the BART extension to Millbrae has not achieved the projections forecasted in
the mid-1990s, when unusually strong economic growth was anticipated, as a result of the
subsequent downturn in the local economy. By contrast, the ridership projects for the WSX
Alternative are based on more recent growth projections incorporated into transportation
models. As discussed in the DEIS (page 5-43), based on ABAG’s 2002 projections, although
the recent economic downturn has limited short-term job growth, the long-term forecast for
addition jobs and population increase is substantial. This growth is anticipated to generate
continuing demand for transit improvements, which the WSX Alternative is intended to
accommodate.

A Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) alternative was evaluated and rejected as summarized in the
DEIS (pages 3-36 to 3-39). Regarding high-speed rail, please see response to comment no.
21-17.

Regarding the ridership model, please see response to comment no. 21-12.

NEPA does not require inclusion of cost effectiveness information on alternatives in an EIS.
The 2003 SEIR contains cost information on the bus rapid transit alternative, which was
eliminated from reconsideration in the DEIS based on the analysis in the SEIR (see pages 5-
31 to 5-32 of the SEIR).

The comment appears to assume that having specific transit-oriented development (TOD)
plans already in place is necessary in order to support the DEIS conclusions. That
assumption is incorrect. The WSX Alternative is anticipated to promote future TOD, but
TOD is not part of the WSX Alternative and the projected ridership and associated
environmental benefits of the WSX Alternative would occur without additional transit-
oriented development in the vicinity of the stations. Future TOD would be expected to
substantially enhance ridership and associated environmental benefits beyond those discussed
in the DEIS. Please see also responses to comment no. 21-17.

Future TOD projects are under the land use jurisdiction of the City of Fremont. As discussed
in the DEIS, the City of Fremont is developing a Warm Springs BART Station Area Specific
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Plan and is considering high-intensity residential and/or mixed-use developments near the
station. In January 2005, the City approved the Irvington Concept Plan, which envisions the
optional Irvington BART station as a neighborhood station and seeks to create an
intensification of land uses, both mixed use and high-density residential, adjacent to the
optional Irvington station. The City’s planning processes demonstrate its commitment to
smart growth and have included public outreach efforts. The proposed WalMart store, 0.5
miles from the Warm Springs station, is at the outskirts of the zone in which transit-oriented
development would be expected to occur and will not preclude successful transit-oriented
development on the many other undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels within walking
distance of the proposed station. The Warm Springs station parking lot would not be a
permanent barrier to the potential for future TOD projects. Construction of surface parking
represents a limited investment which can easily be replaced with a parking structure to
accommodate specific TOD projects. For example, at BART’s Fruitvale Station, land
utilized for a parking lot was converted to TOD uses with the construction of a parking
structure. As characterized in a recent study by the Transportation and Land Use Coalition
(TALC), It Takes a Transit Village, “The Fruitvale Village is now nationally recognized as a
leading Smart Growth initiative” (TALC 2004, p. 13.). (According to the TALC website, the
commenter is on the TALC Board of Directors.)
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Letter 24
Warm Prings Transit Village
1855 Park Avenue
San Jose, California 95126
J08-984-4800
April 25, 2005 SART
APR 2 § 2005
Lorraine Lerman IRANSIT syerey
Office of Flanning and Program Development DEVELOPMENT
U5, Department of Transportation
Federal Transit Adminisiration, Hegion 1X
201 Mission Street, Suite 2210
San Francisco, CA 94105
Shari Adams
Warms Springs Extension Group Manager
San Franciseo Bay Area Bapid Transit District
300 Lakeshaore Drive, Floor 21
Qakland, CA 94612
Dear Lorraine and Shari:
On behalf of Warm Springs Transit Village property owners, [ want to thank
you for the opportunity to comment on the DRAFT Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) and DRAFT 4{)/6(f) Evaluation BART Warm Springs
Extension. As a property owner group representing nearly 75 acres within the
City of Fremont's Warm Springs BART Specific Plan Area, we strongly support 241
and encourage both the funding and development of the proposed BART
extension. We also strongly support the development of mixed use transit | -

oriented development at that lecation including residential uses.

By way of background, Warm Springs Transit Village property ownors is a
group of Fremont property owners and area developers including Warm Springs
Station, LLC, Sobrato Development Compandes, Animated, LLC, The Riding
Group, LLC and Morley Bros, LLC.  The group has developed a master
planned community that integrates mixed use opportunitics consistent with
transit oriented, smart growth and new urbanism principles.
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Lorraine Lerman and Shan Adams
April 25, 2005
Page 2

In comjunction with the four land use alternatives in the Warm Springs BART
Area Specific Plan Existing Conditions Report published by the City of Fremont
in June 2004, Warm Springs Transit Village is a proposal that has been
submitted to the City of Fremont for consideration for the long term
development of the group's combined 74.5 acre site in Fremont's 320 acre Warm
Springs BART AREA Specific Plan. This mixed use neighborhood at the future
Warm Springs BART Station would include residential, retail and employment
uses close to transit and other community facilities. The plan includes
approximately 2000 new homes ranging from 60-30/dua (including 300
affordable homes); vertical mixed use incuding 100,000 square feet of
nedghborhood serving retail/fcommerdial uses; open space and other community
amenities.  The plan would enable people to live close to where they work and
provide affordable housing and retail opportunities to Fremont residents and
BART riders.

The Warm Springs BART Station area is important because it presents one the
last great remaining opportunities to plan a neighborhood from the ground-up
for development around a new BART station within the inner-ring of the Bay
Area. The types and mix of uses is critically important because there are plans to
invest nearly $750,000,000 for this extension. FPast policy and environmental
documents including the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
BART Warm Springs Extension prepared by BART in 2003 also discuss the
advantages for transit oriented mixed use development, which include

Increased ridership and fare box revenues related to smart growth, mixed use
transit oriented development including residential are well documented. In
addition, ridership related to residential uses is substantially higher than other
uses, A reoent report from the Oakland based Land Use and Transportation
Coalition, ttled “It takes a Transit Village® the organization used Wanm Springs
Transit Village as a case study. The report demonstrates that the plan,
excluding all other uses in the area, would generate $1.5 million per year in new
revenue for BART and VTA, just from residents in the housing units alone.
Offfices in the plan and retail uses would generate additional riders and revenue.

In addition to this letter, please incdude the following attachments in the
administrative record for the DEIS:
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Lormine Lesman and Shan Adasms
April 25, 2005
Page 3

*  Warm Springs Transit Village, Decemnber 2004
= It Takes A Transit Village, How Better Planning Can Save the Bay Area
Billions of Dollars and Ease the Housing Shortage, Fall 2004

We commend you and BART for your efforts to ensure that appropriate transit
oriented development oocurs at this location. We recommend transit oriented
mixed use development including residential uses. We appreciate the
opportunity to work together on this important undertaking. Please contact me
if you have questions or need additional information. | can be reached at 408-
T AR,

Best Regards, f
Eric Maorley .«Z

2ot

Morley Bros, LLC
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Response to Comment Letter 24

24-1:

24-2:

BART appreciates the comment from Warm Springs Transit Village.

As requested by the commenter, the two documents mentioned, Warm Springs Transit
Village (December, 2004) and I/t Takes a Transit Village (Transportation and Land Use
Coalition, 2004) has been entered into BART’s administrative record.

It Takes a Transit Village was produced by the Transportation and Land Use Coalition
(TALC), which is a partnership of over 90 local environmental groups. The Board of
Directors includes representatives of Sierra Club, Urban Ecology, BayRail Alliance, Urban
Habitat, and Greenbelt Alliance. The document encourages transit-oriented development
(TOD) as a means to provide both affordable housing and relieve a severely strained
transportation system. One successful example of transit-oriented, smart-growth
development is where a mixed-use development at Oakland’s Fruitvale BART Station has
converted an old parking lot into a new urban community.

The Warm Springs Transit Village document is a position paper by the Warm Springs Transit
Village property owners outlining a proposal for a transit village to be developed on a
combined 74.5-acre site located directly east of the proposed BART Warm Springs Station,
with Warm Springs Boulevard on the west and [-680 on the east. The entire site is within the
boundary of the Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan, and except for the most
southeastern tip, the site is within 0.5-mile of the BART station. The Warm Springs Transit
Village group provides two mixed-use site plans. The first alternative would provide a total
of 2,150 housing units, approximately 131,000 square feet of retail space, and 5.1 acres of
parks and open space. The second alternative would provide 1,920 housing units,
approximately 183,000 square feet of retail use, and 4.6 acres of parks and open space. The
Warm Springs Transit Village property owners are active participants in the Warm Springs
BART Area Specific Plan process.
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Letter 26
Page | cf2

RECLEIvVEL
From: fani@cs, wisc.edu )
To: bartwarmspringsextension @bart.gov i v 5
Date: Monday, March 28, 2005 12:44AM
Subject: comments on the bart extension to warm springs

Hellao,

T

I am a resident living close to the Fremont bart station. I
received a

filyer from the bart office, regarding the plan to extend theo bart
sarvice

to Warm Spring, I would Like to provide my comments on this fssus.

General ly apeaking, T do not think the expectsd high expanac of the
bart

extention and its negative effects on community life can justify
this
benefit the sxtention will brimg.

First of all, it is currently quite convenlent te reach Warm spring
area 1

from the Fremont bart station, one can take the Freeway &80 or 980,
and if

one prefers, there are a fow lpcal routes that can take people Lo
the Warm

dpring area. T cannot be convienced that the extened bart service
will

Banelit the commuters significantly.

Secondly, the extended service will have tresendsusly nagative
effects on

the life of communitios along the bart trail. The train will make .
nigl s

and vibration, which will annoy pecple living close to the Lrack.

Further,

Lhe Fremaont central pack ig& a heaven for many people to relax and

By

warious kinds of sports and lelavrely activities. Laying swb trail

right

through the middle of the central park is unsightly and damage the 255
quality

of live people have been enjoying for many years, Hesdless to say,

it will

also destroy the ecological aystem arcund the area and the

cnvi ronment 254

that wild life, iike birds, ducks and geeas can enioy.

hitp:ncies-cO, aden. bt gov/maibiweb D006, ns 05 Inbox VEC TDS0GA SEH0N 5 1988IS6FIIE,..  VE0I005
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Page 2 ol 2

Thereforce, I believe other public transportation services to the
Warm

Spring area can be developed or enhanced, instead of extending the
bart

SRrVica,

Thanka for your time and consideration.

Fan

higpelinotes-o01 adm bt gov/mailfweb 0008 nsff $laboy VECTDIOSASBOO0] S19BE250FDE..,  3RR2005
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Response to Comment Letter 25

25-1:

25-2:

25-3:

25-4:;

As noted by the commenter, the Warm Springs area currently is accessible from the existing
Fremont BART Station. However, the purpose of the WSX Alternative is not so much to
improve access to Warm Springs from central Fremont, but to improve regional transit access
in Warm Springs itself. By providing a BART station further south than the existing Fremont
station and creating a new transit node supported by the local transit network (through AC
Transit and SCVTA buses), the proposed WSX Alternative would increase transit access in
the southern Alameda-northern Santa Clara County corridor.

Noise and vibration impacts of the project are discussed in Section 4.13, “Noise and
Vibration” of the DEIS, and the potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures are
presented on pages 4.13-21 through 4.13-29. As noted in the DEIS, BART will provide
mitigation for residents who would experience severe impacts associated with the proposed
project, and for residents who would experience moderate impacts with an increase of 5 dBA.
(For more information, please refer to the response to comment no. 1-2.

The commenter assumes that BART will pass through the middle of Fremont Central Park.
As described in Section 3.2, “WSX Project Location” and Section 4.9, “Parks and
Recreation,” BART has designed the Warm Springs Extension to pass beneath Fremont
Central Park and Lake Elizabeth in a tunnel in an effort to reduce potential effects to the park
and city residents. The use of an underground track will substantially reduce visual and noise
impacts to park users. (Please refer to the response to comment nos. 3-3 and 3-5 for a
discussion of noise impacts in Fremont Central Park.). In addition, BART will provide
temporary park facilities during construction activities to avoid interruptions to recreational
activities throughout the construction period.

Please refer to the response to comment no. 17-5.
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B A I 1 BART WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FUBLIC HEARING COMMENT CARD
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Response to Comment Letter 26

26-1:

26-2:

26-3:

26-4:

26-5:

26-6:

26-7:

26-8:

26-9:

The office address for Ms. Shari Adams that appears in the abstract is listed as 300 Lakeshore
Drive, Oakland, CA 94612. The address referenced, 94602-2688 refers to BART’s post
office box address. While the street address should read 300 Lakeside Drive, the zip code is
correct. The text in the abstract has been revised as follows:

Shari Adams

Warm Springs Extension Group Manager

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
300-Eakeshore-Lakeside Drive

21* Floor

Oakland, CA 94612

Phone (510) 874-7375

Page ES-11 provides two addresses for BART. The first address, which is provided for the
submission of written comments reflects BART’s mailing address accurately. The second
address, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive,
rather than Lakeshore Drive.

Page 1-11 provides the address for BART’s office as 300 Lakeshore Drive. Page 1-11 has
been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive. Interested parties reached BART during the public
comment process to review supplemental documents upon request.

Page 1-12 provides two addresses for BART. The first address, which is provided for the
submission of written comments reflects BART’s mailing address accurately. The second
address, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive,
rather than Lakeshore Drive.

Footnote 13 on page 3-36 of the DEIS has been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive, rather than
Lakeshore Drive.

The second address, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised to say 300
Lakeside Drive, rather than Lakeshore Drive.

The discussion on page 4.2-18 refers to the assumptions that BART used to model future
transportation conditions in the Fremont area in 2010. The assumptions were based on transit
services and existing transit plans at the time BART performed the analysis (2002-2003).
BART recognizes that some of the services or schedules provided in the analysis would
change as other transportation agencies adjusted their services, such as AC Transit.

BART acknowledges that AC Transit eliminated Route 253 after it performed its analysis,
but it cannot delete it from its list of assumptions used to perform the analysis.

The address on page 8-2 of the DEIS, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised
to say 300 Lakeside Drive, rather than Lakeshore Drive.

The address on page 9-1 of the DEIS, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised
to say 300 Lakeside Drive, rather than Lakeshore Drive.
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26-10: The Notice for Public Meeting, to which the commenter refers, includes the correct address
information.

26-11: Comment noted.

26-12: The proposed Warm Springs Station includes seven bays for buses and transit vehicles. All
of BART’s operation and maintenance activities will be performed in dedicated areas that are
separate from the bus bays.
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BART WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FUBLIC HEARING COMMENT CARD
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Response to Comment Letter 27

27-1 and 27-2: The comment notes that AC Transit’s Bus Line 253, which is cited in a number of

27-3:

places in the DEIS transportation section (Section 4.2), no longer operates. The references to
the AC Transit GM Memo No. 02-047 refer to a memo to the AC Transit District Board of
Directors (February 21, 2002) that provided the results of an AC Transit ridership survey.
The survey showed low ridership on the 253 bus line, and one of the recommendations in the
report was to eliminate the 253 line.

Section 4.2 of the DEIS describes the transportation conditions at the time of BART’s
analysis and provides the assumptions that BART used to model future transportation
scenarios in the Fremont area. Those assumptions were based on existing transit plans at the
time BART performed the analysis (2002-2003). BART acknowledges that AC Transit
eliminated Route 253 after it performed its analysis, but chose not to remove references to the
253 line in order to present a comprehensive picture of modeling assumptions. The
elimination of the 253 line and changes to other bus lines are very minor factors in the
transportation analysis and do not change the results of the analysis.

The commenter, Mr. Cameron, visited the BART District offices at 300 Lakeside Drive on
April 19, 2005, to request data related an AC Transit ridership and schedule adherence that
was referenced in the transportation section of the DEIS. BART regrets that the document
was not immediately available, and BART representatives arranged for Mr. Cameron to pick
up a copy of the AC Transit report directly from AC Transit, which he did the following day.
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Letter 28

To: barwammspring sextension@bart. gov
Froam; Cautnl@aol, com

Dabee: 0324/ 2005 04:199M

Subject: Response to BART WX Draft EIS

Subject: Reject BART WX Dwafl EIS

Section 1ENh) of the Federal-Asd Highway Act and the statule’s implementing
regulations require a four-step evaluation of impacts and maligation measures 1o 381
ensure that decisions Fare made in the best overall public interest,

The BART WSX Drafl EIS violates Section 109 (h}in the following ways:

1.} False Funding Premise: Sania Clara County inlerests promede the BART
Extension based upon the unstated False premise that when a local jurisdiction 282
obligates itself by sales taxes to pay for a portion (in this case about & third) of
the cost of a pubhic progect, that along should obligate the Califorma and federal
governments 1o prek up the rest of the tah.

Having recognized the dangers of relving on local boosters way back in the
197705, the Urban bass Transporiation Admimsiration {precursor to the Federal
Transportation Administration) established a set of professional evaluation
guidelines to govern its participation in transportation capital financing. These
guidelines have survived 1o this day and are stated in the Program Owverview
Section of the FTA's New Starts and Project Planning and Development
Gudelines as follows:

s Mobility Improvements

Measured by iravel tme benelits per project passenger mile, low-imcome
houscholds served and emplovment near statlions 28.3
* Environmental Benclits

Measured by change in regional pollutant emissions, change in regional energy
consumption and EPA Air Quality Designation

* Cost Effcctiveness

Measured as the cost per howr of travel time saved

¢ Operating Efficiencies

Measured by sysiem opernling cost per passenger male

& Transit Suppertive Land Use & Future Patterns

Measured by existing land use, transil supportive plans and policies and
performance, and imipacts of policies

The FTA guidelines are both reasonable and valid. Because the proposesd
BART extension doesnt come wathin a country mile of meeting these critena,
the EIS slould be rejpected,

4} Effect on the Existing BART Operation: With the recent extensions to I .

Brentwood, Pleasanton and the San Francisco International Airport the

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.263
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04




San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

patronage demands on the transbay section of the BART svstem have
mereased. It s anticipated that normal regional growth will begin o severely
overiax the copacity of the ertical tmnshay section sometime in the next 10
vears. Yel BART and MTC have not as vt seen the necd 1o deal wath the
central transhay isse oont.
Sinee a portion of the people who would use the San Jose extension would be
gither coming from, or traveling to, San Franciseo 11l follows that the proposed
BART extension to San Jose would do nothing but aggravate the transbay
problem.

Extending BAET 1o Warms Spnngs and then on inle downtown San Jose
would degrade the existing iransbay BART service. Therefore, the EIS should
be rejected.

(rerald Cauthen
15 Bowles Place
Cakland CA Q4510
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Response to Comment Letter 28

28-1:

28-2:

28-3:

28-4:

Section 109 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act does not apply to non-highway projects;
therefore, it does not apply to BART’s proposed project. Please see response to comment
no. 22-6.

As documented in the DEIS, the WSX Alternative provides benefits in terms of ridership,
reduced traffic congestion, air quality improvements, and energy savings. The WSX
alternative has also been a longstanding part of MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan.
Although the funding plan includes revenue from local sales taxes, that does not guarantee
either state or federal funding.

BART’s proposed project is not seeking FTA New Starts funding; therefore, the FTA New
Starts and Project Planning and Development Guidelines cited in the comment do not apply
to BART’s proposed project. Nevertheless, the WSX Alternative is intended to achieve the
same benefits as those addressed in the New Starts guidelines. Please see the DEIS sections
on Transportation (4.2), Land Use (4.8), Air Quality (4.14) and Energy (4.15) and the
financial analysis presented in Chapter 7, “Financial Considerations.”

BART and MTC have studied BART system capacity issues for the transbay portion of the
BART system. Studies have shown that although the transbay capacity may become
constrained in the future, it is not expected to occur until the years 2025 or 2030. MTC
evaluated the possibility of additional transbay crossings in the San Francisco Bay Crossing
Study: Conceptual Alternatives (2000), but rejected an additional transbay BART tube to
provide additional capacity as too expensive. Other alternatives for relieving constraints on
the transbay crossing are available.

Please note that the proposed project in this DEIS is the WSX Alternative, not an extension
to San Jose. The commenter states that the since a portion of the people who would use a
future San Jose extension would be traveling to San Francisco, existing transbay service
would be further degraded. It is important to note that although a portion of the new riders
on a San Jose extension would go north to San Francisco, a much higher proportion of riders
would be traveling southbound toward San Jose. These southbound riders would increase
overall transit ridership, but would not impact the transbay crossing.
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To: bartwamspringsextension bart gov
Froam; S2yacha

Dabee: 0311/ 2005 07 :399M

Subject: Bart 2 warm springs

Mission Bbvd TDestruchan™

M & resident acacend 1o Mission Bk, in Miles, | Funve besn wigghneg my way (hraugh the
cormiruchion anes sincs the beginning of it construcien. | 8m el keaking foramrd o (e

corfmueLs greliock though August 20085, the completcn dabe

Mg articke of 1109 the: cost of this peoject is $42 million doliars. The learing down of bwo
raikodd dverpass, bunneling undes (s olfs raileosd overpass. and 1 wickirang of B Pl crisek
Eridipe Boounis for most of the money. The 40 fool scunds walls devalue e adacent properies

Capsion: b5 thes. tha bost way (0 sokae our traffic gridiock? Spending 42 malion dollers on a road
project of bess than ' mile lorg?

oz agaen | think cur gosesmment priortes ane in the wiong direction. Instead of brying o
pocomimecate o s increased TG, w should b workang on nimaving rafc by mass
transportation

A bt RN B0 W COouln't justify spending S50 millon on constnucting & Gt unmel under the
lake. Today wa spend $42 mélion on road widerning, This doasn make sensa. 50 yoars Trom now
cur state will be cowbned enbingly with concrebe. Highedy 53 and bwy 5 will be called 595, They
will resipe fopether.

The govemment mus! change their way of thinking, W will never sscommadate all ths cars on
Buf Fosds. Expandng mats Fansil i the only wiy 1o releve the gidock on ou

Exbending Bat s the cnify wary 10 scdwe he Ireewvay grdiod proEem. Amy thing sise & ula Ii"IH

wasle of money. S0, B8s sioD all thi-sl uspess rapd projects and conceninate on They ong: and

oy BART eutension

Think kot it

Akl Corbet
273
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Response to Comment Letter 29
29-1: BART thanks Mr. Corbett for his comment. No response required.

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2267
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04



San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

To: barwammspring sextension@bart. gov
Froam; S2yacha

Dabee: 0211/ 2005 074 1FM

Subject; bart 2 warm springs

Aroiher shordall T Ot 2004

The President travels in s Boeing 747 from oy bo ofy adveriiing (had he @ 8 candidaie for the
Prisident of thin LSA. | see anly one pereen coming out of th Presadental aincralt wahang, that's
cur President  He should use smaller aircraft for non-essental trips to consenve fuel and help
chean up e air as he asis e Amencan peopls o do

How lets (et fo the jest of this atick

Dwdenicenbng Cipone's. Contamingied A, pnd Smog encasing e waid. The cars we dive
couse these conditions. By the year 2020 we ane compelied i improve the efficiency of e cars
by 25%. [Argus]

Lt et el The iy vy’ Dy nisCiunces o) i 10 reduce gricliock on our freeways. A 30
rrerne i, yesber-yaar, now lakes mone than an how. The shop ard go taf: belches oul 10
e ravust Thaen @ car thasd constantly moses Bt @ steady mbe of speed

BART is the only arswor. Whaen ane we going 1o expand Bart to the south bay? Wie ang 3

rnillions. of dollans widening our Eresedys b0 Bocommaodate (he ever-increasing raffs.
A S50 millon B i widen Wsson BhaSikes canvon rosd.  Consinetion on th Freswey 880 &
37 tonama a few, And Bart shill dead-ands in Framaont

Biliors of our tax dollars are being spent on the rebulkding of the bay brhidge on
asaunplion thal an earthaquake may shake it I peces. Freswsy Gridock is no ssaumplion. His
fiest vl

If wet mnmmﬂmmhﬁnmm.“umr-m Frémant
i Brraler bises 0% of thi busss (unning, of ouf elfeets, hine only 4 pedple on board and
o of Them s e bus drsver. T mone Sommulers would Transel Dy Bar v woulkd bum hess Tual
This will reduon the Smog and arong's and anything ek thad & Mcabng in our Mmospheng

it's all simple anthmetic. We all must change our commuting habits. The government must get
mﬂ.dmmmﬂfﬂﬁ“lﬂMMNmtﬂﬂﬂmm
AEAP

Tihink; koot &
drmold Corbett
511273
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Response to Comment Letter 30
30-1: BART thanks Mr. Corbett for his comment. No response required.
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Letter 31
Fage § cf!
From: Grasslandladywni@acd .com RECEIVE .,
Ta: bartwarmspringsextensionibart. gov sn 3
Date:  Monday, March 28, 2005 03:23PM el

Subject: Warm Springs Extansion

To whaem il miry concem,

| wousd appraciste the DELS, Bart Warm Speings Exlension Project Dralt EIS. I you can e-

rmaail it b e then, thsn thank you. W you need bo maill: Susan R Gearhait, PO, Box 3442,

Framant, CA 84530, 1 am very concemed with the extension over Lake Elizabeth, we were

ﬁ1%ﬂmwu would be mesd bo the rail, nothing notes that it will be under the Lake 31-1
ik :

Flease respond,

Susan Gearhar

51008567703

bttt adm. b, e L we b 0006 re £ S Inbox 9401 6BOOBED2SIRIERISEFDL . L0004
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Response to Comment Letter 31

31-1: BART initiated a Supplemental EIR (SEIR) to address changes in the project area and project
modifications to the Adopted Project. The principal modification from the 1992 Adopted
Project and the alignment described in the 2003 SEIR and the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is the change from an aerial structure to a subway alignment beneath
Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth, which would reduce environmental impacts on the
park. (Please refer to Section 1.3.3, “2003 Modified Project” in the Draft EIS.)
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Letbter 32

E Exsnmlle Transmittal

..... From:
Philip Ingber

~ompany: fﬁ&wﬁdﬁ@w 2231 Via Maderos

I
"ax Number: (:J" fﬂ_)_eéi'fl L7 Y7 e Mg

Fax No. (650) 968-2260
date: __,_{r*’_" L= OO0 |

fumber of Pagﬁs:.ﬁ.’f__)_ S

omments: & Aw T, Otayrllis 2)5 Ctodotis covedore ~ _
A kT X praz Tl Mo bidihad, =
s ﬁf_.a ugﬁ“ o e o _FE.:-L;.r..-"'m cﬁ" Lsact
maﬁf"f 2wty i 4y Aerome ﬁz v B
ﬁmﬂaﬁ f;ﬁ,ﬁﬁ}u ;{_&cu.t. f)f&%dﬂ_ﬂ s
ﬁ f%ﬂfﬂﬂy .,__éfa:':ﬂ" //%& W"“"L} 3.9
ettt o K. ﬁdm._. G A-ﬁgf-c.r—'-” ‘?/dﬂw&ﬂ*

Philip

2331 Via Maderos
- Los Altos, Calif 94024 _
. - —
RECEIVELD
BART
APR AT LT

TRAMSI u,-}:l |-,H

[EVELOPMENT
Td HMEIAT CRGE 1@ "dedy S T T i%

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2.272
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04




San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

Response to Comment Letter 32

32-1: The commenter’s name has been added to the WSX project notification list.
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Page | of |
E:'!tl':--L.l ;E'I-.-'
Letter 33

From: "Christy Kennedy®™ <chyna2@surewesti.nel> AFRTT BN
To: <bartwarmspringsextensiond@bart.gov =
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2005 10:00PM

Subject: Bart starting from fremont to sacramentro should have been rearch

years ago.

1wyl B vichion o Cxtamescn on all oy, Sand our goseronmeenl wihio | think Shis should have Boon lnkeng coam of
for our prople ke tirso sgo We nead o ast more cars off fha road because there are moos -y
traffic: on theses highways every day Bart should be the first thing we could look ak. '

hitgeiinotes-o0 Ladm bart gov/mail webd006 nsf{$Inbox )V 2CTA91 EXI0SHTEERELS6FED.. - 4/2002005

June 2006
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Response to Comment Letter 33
33-1: BART thanks Ms. Kennedy for her comment. (No response required.)
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FAgE Lol s

oo Letber 34

From: W M <metroldem@gmail .com>
To: bartwarmspringscxtension@bart.gov

Date: Thursday, April 14, 2005 03:42PM
Subject: Custbmer Request )

I was not able to attend your public meeting but am interested in

hearing about some of the traffic concerns, housing impacts around 341
Ehe
gtation, and other issues brought up At the moebting. I road you

will R
be taking comments until April 25, 200%,. [ was wnsure Lo send Ehis

email now or on April 25. Thanks.

Sinceraly, Wi lein M.

lll‘tm"Mﬁ-r;l}Iﬂm.hﬂgﬁﬂnn&l@ﬂbﬂﬁﬁ.mﬁ'{ihﬁnﬂ’i’?ﬁi!ﬂmHEIHJ?_ISIEFFJ... AFIINNS

June 2006
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Response to Comment Letter 34

34-1: Section 4.2, “Transportation”, of the Draft EIS describes roads and traffic issues within the
project vicinity, and the effect of the proposed project on traffic and other transportation
issues. Various other sections of the Draft EIS, such as Section 4.10, “ Population,
Economics, and Housing,” describes the existing population and housing characteristics
along the proposed WSX alignment and the WSX Alternative’s potential impacts on housing
and population.

Please refer to comment nos. 4.2.1 through 4.2.23 for BART’s response to comments raised
during the public hearing.
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Letter 35

Ta: bastwarmepringsextensionibart. gov

From: Elliot Martin <ellict@uclink. berkebey. edu=

Date: 04718/ 2005 09: 1994

Subject: Public Comment on the Warm Springs Extension

Fromm:  Ellica b arm

OF  Dereley, CA

April 15, 2005

Publie Commest on the Wanm Springs BART Exiension

Dear RART,

1 would like w0 expeen my suppen for the Wanm Springs IART
Exiemsion. | ofien use BART a4 & substitution for & trip with a car. |
can g0 gk on 8 rogular hasis becasn BART permits the camiage of
Becy e on the sysiomn. This imporian freedom has allowed s 1o uke cae
of B " st mile-Last mile™ problem on many cccesiom. 1 would like o
cncomrage BART, in their system expansion, 1o continue 1o fomer and
encourage bayle wse m conjuscion with mas: et iips. This could
inchude deviming & way by permil bicyehes 1o bo talomn om comumtier e by
opening them bo the Lait car om e, | belicve ihal BART & massng ou
o o geeawl marker of polcstal rasi rders, by resiricisg bicyele
acorss duneg commuie bours.

1 used my bueyeke with BART to ationd the st pecent poblic
eomranel mecting in Fromond. | heard @ pentlemen vingscrale apains the
exsension rather approssvely. His primary point, as 1 iccall, wan da
Warm Springs is an illogical 1erminal point for the iytom an well as the
fact that there is no: tnensi-oricsied development (TOH) inthe aea. In
widision, he poinled o that BART has a poor frack recond of fesering
O 1 heand later it this persom pepresenis an orpanization thal wants
10 st Wb mrcwry pestl B hiph-speed rail projecin. Tt is of eoine
redscubous becssms any real HER project weald redquire faf marne funds than
the $67E mallion expecied w be pat nowards the cxicesion. Furdhermone, e |
BART would serve as an excellent rafl service along what currently it s
Ty congested comdon

1 peerionally vnderstand that the Warm Springs sustion i st an apined
termraral poind, bt rather an sligneecm of the sysiem for an cvenlual
change dorem o San Jose sdong the recently seceroed racha by the VTA. 1
weomill whodeheamedly eocourage BART b purnue thin further exsersion. 1
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woegld also like o address the s of TOD with reipect 10 sdditional BART
extenseirt. 10 oo This falter Bl | believr that the critic menlioned
eartier bas & point. BARTS recent iucsent in developng the Fruibvale
PRI alkigs i good boginmang.  Ful there sre many sistions withes e
aysiess that roperescnt the sntithesin of TOD, inchadng the proximane
Fremont station. 1 is imporant that BART do everyihing goasdbde 1o work
wigh the ity of Fremont to see dhat mid o kigh densiry residential
development cocur in the immedisne srea arousd he iation. Thid is
critical not cnly fof the saccess of the Wars Sgeings station itsel [, bui

fiof vhe fature advocacy of BART cxpamsions. | undersand that much of the
area arcund the station is soned commescial. | do not know whether such e
zoning decourspes or even permies mid o high densiny reddenial
development t ooour i the sres. Ba e svent hat 3 o dhicomuge

sch development, | would like wo uige BRART 1o presisss the city of Fremoni
e develop the sppropiate changes o syslematic guaranioes that TOD will
b encouraped srousl tha Warm Springs ssd brvingion sanions.

Thee benefits of such development sre clear slong many
oo, Trasast-onenied developmenl encourages wansil use by placing
renting and hote-owning Pesdents chee v @ tramal saton in which ey
an aoris e enting sysicm withowl the use of car. This improves
ridersbap and bonce improves the balince shest of BARET. The exnvrorerenial
beenefits of draresd wue gre wdipuleble i comparies o i hascd
commuting. Finally, sseesful development, even @ successfald offoat in
secading falare Fasait-onenied development will be a big boosi for
sdvoeanes of further extensions, be they 16 Saa Jose or elsewhere. | -8
belsrve that once & cosrematmend in the exrensicn bas been secured, that
encouraging this type of development s BFART's st gremest challesge in
imerpovernmental coordinstion. 1 peasble, these poaki thould b prarsocd
simulanecusly.

In conclusion, | wosdd ke 10 cxpross my support for this BART
exhenamon. Intum, | hope thal BART can do whas is righn Tor isedl and
Tor all of us, and secare sramn -orienicd developmen! wround 1heie sew

AERI O

Sancerely,
it Ml
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Response to Comment Letter 35

35-1:
35-2:

35-3:
35-4:

35-5:

35-6:

BART thanks Mr. Martin for his comment. (No response required.)

BART encourages bicyclists to use BART. However, a patron with a bicycle occupies more
space than a typical patron. In order to maximize available space during commute hours,
current BART policy is to restrict bicycles on trains during certain hours of the morning and
evening commute. BART is constantly re-evaluating its ridership policies, but no change
regarding this aspect of bicycle use is anticipated in the near future.

BART thanks Mr. Martin for his comment. (No response required.)

As described in Chapter 5, VTA’s proposed SVRTC project would provide for a 16.3-mile
extension of BART service from the proposed Warm Springs Station through the cities of
Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara. This proposed project is currently undergoing a separate
federal environmental review.

The City of Fremont establishes the land uses on and around the station site through the city’s
general plan and zoning ordinance. The current general plan designations around the
proposed Warm Springs Station site are predominately industrial. Current land use
designations around the optional Irvington Station site are a mixture of commercial,
industrial and residential designations. BART supports development of transit-oriented
development around station sites, and has been cooperating with the City of Fremont on both
the Irvington Concept Plan and the Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan. The Warm
Springs BART Area Specific Plan is assessing three different land use scenarios for the
Warm Springs Station site, one of which is a high-density residential scenario, as suggested
by the commenter. The Irvington Concept Plan was adopted by the city on January 25, 2005.
Please see the response to comment no. 21-7 for further information on TOD.

BART thanks Mr. Martin for his comment. (No response required.)
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Letier 36
Page | of § :
From: "Michael ) MeGowan™ <michael@xlode.com> RECEIVED
T <bartwarmspringsextension @bart.gov: wia 20 75

Datie: Monday, March 28, 2005 07:50PM
Subject: Bart Extension

BART Wairm Springes Dodersion Projed Repeseninie,

s @ el neRbsanl Sl | Rdnes RS Sl Concam albodt this profect. Md ke e enlko exdersion om
Freemont 1o Warm Spangs fo be undenground. | won'l mind additonal propery inees ba gy ar 1he sddtionnl 381,
ol of hardieg i undargiound.

Thanks for taking mry ingud inio corabdermion

Izl ) Bl

Bitepnotes-c0 1 adn bart. povimailwebO008 na BT S Inbox VS I CIESEFSSECTS26SRI56FDS, . 372073005
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Response to Comment Letter 36

36-1: The construction of an underground route for BART’s Warm Spring Extension would be cost
prohibitive. In addition, the construction period associated with an underground route would
be much longer and create a greater disturbance to residents and businesses along the project
corridor, as well as greater environmental effects. As described in Chapter 3 of the EIS,
BART determined that the use of the former UP railroad right-of-way is the most feasible
route based on engineering and environmental considerations, as it provides an existing linear
pathway in a previously disturbed area.
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